Introduction
Governments are purposive organisations; they have strategies, visions, missions, goals, and objectives. These aspirations need to be translated into deliverables such as services and jobs. Hence, governments, like business, are engaged in the production of goods and services by combining primary factors of production; being, land, labour and capital.
However, resource scarcity is a reality, even in affluent economies like the US and UK; therefore, it is important that scarce resources be put to good use. Owellen (2007:1) says, 'government agencies are under increasing pressure to demonstrate that they are making effective use of taxpayer dollars'. Therefore, performance management, 'the systematic process by which an agency involves its employees, as individuals and members of a group, in improving organizational effectiveness in the accomplishment of agency mission and goals' (U.S. Office of Personnel Management, 2014a) is key.
Performance management is about establishing a shared understanding about what is to be achieved (Armstrong, 1993) and should be institutionalised; hence, no effort should be spared in institutionalising it in the public sector. In a way, it must be a lived culture.
The centrality of government performance is underscored by the promulgation of performance-promoting tools. In many countries, performance management is promoted It is important to note that the language has changed from government performance to government governance. The emphasis is on governance and how it can be used to deliver results. This move is coupled with tools such as implementation analysis (see Weaver, 2010) .
While a case can be made that government performance is a socially desirable good, it is important to answer the question; 'how is the government doing?' This is an important, though difficult, question. In this regard, Behn (1995:319) appropriately says;
The measurement question could be asked from a number of different perspectives:
How can public managers know if they are doing a good job? How can public agencies know if they are doing a good job? How can legislators and citizens know whether their agencies and managers are doing a good job?
Given the fact that public organisations are not for-profit entities, it is impossible to export performance metrics from the latter to the former. This is so because the two are different in many respects. The public sector exhibits the following peculiar characteristics and features: lack of an explicit bottom line [that is, profit maximisation] (Boston, et al, 1996) ; varied, changing and ever-changing goals and objectives (Alford 1993; Gregory 1995; Metcalfe, 1993; Pollitt 1990; Wilson 1989) and the ascendance of social values over financial values (Kanter and Summers 1994) . However, the foregoing problems do not mean that government performance cannot be measured. It can, however, one has to be alive to the fact that there is no universally agreed single metric, as in the maximisation of profit in the private sector, which can be used to measure government performance. Therefore, various proxies are used to measure government performance. Particularly, the late 1990s, thanks to the emergence of New Public Management, and its derivative re-inventing government -see Gore 1993), saw an increasing use of government performance measurement. At the same time, there was a phenomenal growth of the literature on the subject as argued by, amongst others, Julnes and Holzenr (2001) . Examples of such literature works among others includes : Ammons 1992; Bouckaert 1992; Halachmi 1998; Hatry 1999; Kravchuk and Scback 1996; Mann 1986; Newcomer 1997; and Wholey 1999. 2 New Zealand was the forerunner in the adoption of New Public Management in the Pacific region.
Africa's Public Service Delivery & Performance Review
Given impassioned debates that the subject of government performance measurement elicits among academics and practitioners, it is important that the subject be given sufficient attention in the literature. This is particularly so in countries where there is a dearth of literature on the subject such as Botswana in exception to some of The paper is organised as follows. Firstly, it reviews the literature on the impetus for government performance (public sector reforms). Secondly, it discusses the monitoring and evaluation framework. Thirdly, it discusses the monitoring and evaluation framework in Botswana. Finally, the paper makes some recommendations and concludes.
Literature Review
Interest in measuring and improving government performance did not happen in a theoretical vacuum. It happened within a given context. While there are many factors that can be credited with the impetus to measure and improve government performance, none is as prominent as public sector reforms. The overarching objective of these reforms was to improve government performance. Improving performance talks to the three Es of management: efficiency, effectiveness and economy (see World Bank 2008). Reform of the public sector in both developed and developing countries, which began in the early 1980s, was meant to improve ways in which government was managed and services delivered, with emphasis on effectiveness, efficiency, economy and value for money (Economic Commission for Africa, 2010). The role of an efficient and effective public sector is apparent to all and, in a confirmatory note, Rizos (1965) , writing in particular reference to African public sectors, says:
Though the dawn has been clouded and goals cannot be easily defined, the vitality of a country's development depends on the rejuvenation of public administration even in the darkness of insufficient knowledge and experience (Rizos, 1965:47) . It 'moves beyond an emphasis on inputs and outputs to a greater focus on outcomes and impacts' (ibid).
While there is no universally agreed upon results-based M&E framework, existing frameworks are built around the 3 Es of management and linking inputs, outputs, outcomes and impacts of government interventions. These are minimum essentials. As an example, the South African Department of Performance Monitoring and Evaluation's 3 M&E framework has some minimum essentials of a results-based M&E framework (see DPME, 2014). The same can be said about M&E frameworks elsewhere, for example: Colombia (its National Results-Based Management and Evaluation System [SINERGIA] dates back to the early 1990s and was a strategic response to the need for a results- 
Public Sector Reforms in Botswana
Like the rest of Sub-Saharan Africa, Botswana jumped into the government performanceenhancing bandwagon late. Having gained independence in September, and inheriting a fledgling public sector, public sector reform was not on top of the policy agenda until the early 1990s. Amongst several drivers, the realisation that there was a need for improvement in service delivery capability in the public sector in the late 1980s was key (see Chirairo, 2008) . In addition, given problematic issues such as low, if not poor, customer satisfaction and the government's failure to deliver on its development objectives and goals, there was a need for intervention (Botlhale, 2010) . Botswana was very favourably circumstanced at the time because waves of public sector reforms were powerfully sweeping across the world. Specifically, the New Public Management movement, which called for managerialism and the need to run the government like a business à la Gore (see Gore, 1993) In essence, Khama stated that he expected the public service to deliver quality service, and emphasised that he would make it his mission to ensure efficient and effective public service delivery through the 5th D. Unfortunately, no empirical studies have been conducted to determine the efficacy of public sector reforms such as PMS and BPR (excepting Mothusi, 2009 and Mpabanga, 2009) 
Results-based Monitoring and Evaluation in Botswana
It is deducible from the foregoing that the government of Botswana jumped into the NPM bandwagon in the 1990s. Unfortunately, no Result-based Monitoring and Evaluation was put in place. As it was, the emphasis was on project implementation as instanced by various policy interventions as next illustrated. It is not a secret that Botswana has a chequered history of implementation; be it the budget or National Development Plans or policies or programmes (e.g., see Maruapula, 2008) . Apparently, it looks like this is a problem that is too stubborn to go away. In 1989, then President, Sir Masire, bemoaned poor public project implementation saying that 'there is a growing gap between the establishment of policy and its implementation' and that 'the rapid growth in the formulation of policies has not been matched by the pace of implementation' (Lucas, 2008:8) Hence, Botswana will considerably benefit from the Colombian case and others in the region such as Ghana, Kenya, Senegal and Uganda. Since the NMES is yet to be implemented, a few things are worth considering as next stated in the way forward. Accounting Officers are disdainful of the PAC. Either they do not heed invitations to appear before the PAC, or if they appear before it, they come ill-prepared. Worse still, they sometimes send very junior officers for PAC examinations. Notably, the culture of non-accountability for performance is a systemic problem that cannot be enforced by the government Gestapo-style. Hence, change must come from within; it cannot be forced from without and/or above Shared Vision; for buy-in, there is a need to develop a common and shared vision about the proposed NMES. This is important to ensure a buy-in of the tool. If there is no shared vision, some people will disengage from the project and brand it a 'government project'. Hence, there is a need to build a national vision about the NMES. In this regard, when the government crafted Vision 2016, a national roadmap to 2016, in 1997, resources were spent in selling the project. Hence, the same strategy should be used to sell the NMES.
Way Forward
Stakeholder management: once the NMES has been sold to stakeholders, there must be a well crafted stakeholder management plan. This is a systematic identification, planning of actions to communicate with, negotiate with and influence stakeholders (Association of Project Management, 2006) . Failure to do so will result in a failed NMES.
Demand and Use of M&E Information in an era of evidence-based policy making, policy makers such as Members of Parliament (MPs) must both demand and use M&E information. Therefore, the policy makers must be capacitated to both demand and use M&E information. While the recruitment of MPs is the preserve of political parties, the government has an obligation to capacitate them through training and research staff.
Conclusion
An efficient and effective is a necessary, though not sufficient, condition for economic 
